There has been substantial public debate about the susceptibility of research to biases of various kinds. The dialogue has extended to the peer-reviewed literature, scientific conferences, the mass media, government advisory bodies, and beyond. While biases can come from myriad sources, the overwhelming focus of the discussion, to date, has been on industry-funded science. Given the critical role that industry has played and will continue to play in the research process,
Guiding principles
In the conduct of public/private research relationships, all relevant parties shall: 1) conduct or sponsor research that is factual, transparent, and designed objectively; according to accepted principles of scientific inquiry, the research design will generate an appropriately phrased hypothesis and the research will answer the appropriate questions, rather than favor a particular outcome; 2) require control of both study design and research itself to remain with scientific investigators; 3) not offer or accept remuneration geared to the outcome of a research project; 4) prior to the commencement of studies, ensure that there is a written agreement that the investigative team has the freedom and obligation to attempt to publish the findings within some specified time frame; 5) require, in publications and conference presentations, fully signed disclosure of all financial interests; 6) not participate in undisclosed paid authorship arrangements in industry-sponsored publications or presentations; This paper is the product of a working group on conflict of interest/scientific integrity organized by the North American branch of the International Life Sciences Institute (ILSI North America). ILSI North America is a public, nonprofit, scientific foundation with branches around the world that provides a forum to advance the understanding of scientific issues related to the nutritional quality and safety of the food supply. ILSI North America carries out its mission by sponsoring relevant research programs, professional education programs, and workshops, seminars, and publications, as well as by providing a neutral forum for government, academic, and industry scientists to discuss and resolve scientific issues of common concern for the well-being of the general public. The programs of ILSI North America are supported primarily by the ILSI North America industry membership. This paper underwent independent scientific review by more than 25 reviewers. Import and implications of the guidelines Obviously, guidelines are just.guidelines. They are not law, but if the research community embraces them, or even embraces their spirit, we believe there will be a profoundly beneficial effect on the quality and integrity of research, encouraging responsible oversight and stewardship of scientific research by all funding organizations. Following the guidelines will doubtlessly lead to closer and more open communication between funding bodies and researchers, resulting in a new spirit of collaboration. Still, it must be stressed that each organization wishing to adopt these guidelines needs to develop its own quality control mechanism to ensure compliance. A strong peer review system coupled with open declarations of research sponsorship in all scientific communications is a mandatory prerequisite for these guidelines to be effective. The second prerequisite is that university and industry policies be promulgated to address the issues raised in these guidelines regarding control of the design and conduct of the research and its publication. It is the responsibility of both the funding entity and the researcher(s) being funded to adhere to the guidelines; existing oversight structures are also encouraged to endorse and adhere to them. Furthermore, it should be understood that failure to embrace the guidelines would raise serious questions about any research project so conducted.
It has been suggested that, in the past, industry-funded research may have revealed a bias toward results favored by the food industry (21, 43) . The authors of one publicized study (4) reaching that conclusion proposed several explanations: 1) that food industry companies may wish to demonstrate the superiority of their products to those of competitors; 2) that investigators are influenced by their funding in formulating their research design and/or hypotheses; 3) that industry sponsors of research may suppress unfavorable results; 4) that authors of scientific reviews may deliberately bias their searches and interpretations to the benefit of their industry funders; and 5) that scientific reviews may disproportionately represent studies ''arising from industry-supported scientific symposia.'' Such criticism overlooks the fact that most university research is basic in nature and that companies frequently enter into research agreements with university faculty at a point at which preliminary experiments (whether conducted in the faculty member's laboratory or the company's laboratory) have established the proof of concept and, therefore, the likelihood that the research will have positive results is enhanced.
Notwithstanding the obvious observation that scientific reviews conducted by nonindustry-supported authors are also subject to many potential biases, the 8 principles articulated in this paper address all of these possible sources of skewed research. Indeed, if these principles are vigorously adopted as the guidelines they are intended to be, there would be virtually no reason to quarrel with a research conclusion except by disputing the science itself.
In fact, the 8 principles articulated here are intended to provide a clear statement of responsibility on all sides, those that are funding activities as well as those being funded, when academic institutions or academicians are recipients of industry funding for research, publication, or presentation. The principles are intended to offer guidance for the food industry and academic researchers who work with industry when industryfunded research projects are involved. They may be thought of as a checklist to help ensure insulation of any research project from the provision of the resources enabling the project.
Finally, the guidelines are offered as only a first step in creating a firewall against bias in research; this paper is intended to be a dynamic document, prompting ongoing discussion and refinement of the guidelines it presents.
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